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FINANCE DEPARTMENT 


the Punjab Treilsury Rules . 

Rules. Volume as adopted 
by the Haryana Government : -- 


REGULITIONS 


The 30th May , 1968 


1. These rules may he called the Punjab 

Treasury (Haryana Third Amendment) 
Rules . Volum 1 , 1968 . 


No. 1283-1 FR - 68 12638. - In exercise of the 
powers conferred by clause of Article 283 of the 
Constitution of Todia and all other powers enabling 
him in this behalf, the Governor of /faryana is pleased 
to make the following rules to further amend th : 
Punjab Subsidiary Treasury Rules , issued under the 
Treasury Rules (Punjih ), Volume 1, as adopted by 
the Haryana Government: 


2. In the Punjab Treasury Rules, Volume 1, 

the existing exception to rule ?? shall be 
numbered is (i) and the following shall 
be ipserie i us exception ( in) : 


ii ) These rules may be called the Punjab Sub 

sidiary Treasury (Haryana Fourth Amend . 
menti Rules , Volume 1, 1968 . 


( ii) in the Puniah Subsidiary Treasury Rules , 

Volume 1 , for rule 4,31, the following 
shall be substituted oamely : -- 


• 1.81 -- Funds may be supplied to the officers 

if the P.W.D. in two ways : - 


(i) directly by pay and travelling allowance 

bills ; and 


Honorarium para lo toa gazetted officer up 

to Rs 100 00 each excasion may be paid 
on the spot 6 thle hea ,i of office for 
which the service entitling the former to 
the honorarium i rendered . For this 
purpose , the head of office will draw the 
amount by presenting a bill in the form 
of a simple receipt on the basis of the 
sanction accorded by the authority compe. 
tent to sanition the payment of hono : 
arium and disburse the amount to the 
payees concerned , a proper receipt, duly 
stamped where necesary , being taken in 
each case . 

The voucher shouli bear a 
clear indication that it relates to 

pay 
ments to Gazetted Officers and should 
include in the gazetted Schedule of pay . 
ments by the Treasury Officer for pur 
poses of audit . The head of office paying 
honorariumn should also inform the dis 
bursing officer from whom the gazetted 
o l icer normally draws his regular monthly 
pay and allowances about the fact of 
payment having been made to the gazet 
tai office and the latter on receipt of 
such an intimation , will take this fact of 
payment into consideration in determining 
the amount of the income tax to be 
deducted at source from the salary of the 
Gazetted Officer in question " , 


( ii ) by means of cheques. 


Note 


(i) The drawing officers of the 
Direction and other special offices 
of the P. W.D. shall however , 
draw money for meeting contingent 
expenditure by presenting bills at 
the treasu y . 


( ii ) The two classes of payment will 
be registeret separately in the 
Treisury . 


B. S , MANCH.INTA , 


No. 1284-1FR 68/12641.- in e ercise of the 
powers conferred hy clause ) of irticle 28 of the 
Constitution of India and all other powers enabling 
him in this behalf, the Governor of Haryana is pleas 
ed to make the followin rul : to further amend 


Commissioner for Planning & Finance , 
and Secretary to Government, Haryana , 

Planning & Finance Departments , 


LABOUR DEPARTMENT 


The 7th ; 10ti June , 1968 
No. 5 ) 17-3L25-6814349 .-- In pursuance of the provisions of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 
1917 (Act N ). XIV 07 1917 ), th : Guvernor ofHaryana is pleased to publish the following award of the Presiding 
Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Chandigarh . in respect of the dispute between the workmen and the 
Management of M /s Globe Steels, Ballabgarh , 


A 


BEFORE SHRIKL GOAT , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, HARYANA , 

CHANDIGARH 


REFERENCE No. 96 OF 1967 


between 


THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF MS GLOBE STEELS, BALLABGARH 


Present : 

Shri Harcharan Singh , for the workmen . 
Dr. Anand Parkash , for themanagement. 


AWARD 


On 17th April , 1957 , the workmen employed in Ms Globe Steals , Ballabgarh , served a notice of 
demands on the management through their trade union called the Globe Steels Mazdoor Union , Ballabgarh , 
interalia, making a demand “ that all the factory workers be allowed working uniforms ( two cotton and one 
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woollen per annum ) and the discrimination in this matter be ended ” . The demand having not been 
complied with and the conciliation proceedings with regard to the same having presumably failed the 
Government of Haryana made a reference of the aforesaid industrial dispute to this Tribunal under clause (d ) 
of sub - section 1 of section 10 of the industrial Disputes Act , 1947, vide Haryana Government Notification 
No. 319- SF -III- Lab -67.2 : 361 , dated 2nd August, 1967. The only item of dispute mentioned in the said 
notification is as under : 

“ Whether the workmen of the factory should be supplied seasonal uniforms ? If so , with what 

details and from which date ?" 


! 


Usual notices were issued to the parties and in response to the same the work men filed their 
statement of claims and the management filed their written statement to the same. When the case came up 
for hearing the workmen agreed to limit their demand to certain categories of workmen only whose uniforms 
get worn out and soiled during work . A list of such categories was later filed and an issue was then 
framed by me which is as follows: -- 

** Whether the workmen mentioned in the list filed by the work men as per my order dated 

16th December, 1967 should be supplied seasonal uniforms ? If so , with what details and 
from what date 7" 


The workmen examined three witnesses in support of their demand and the management examined 
one witness. The examination of the management s witness could not be concluded because the witness was 
not in possession of certain documents which the workmen wanted him to produce during his cross 
examination . The case was adjourned and the management s witness was directed to reappear along with 
the documents , a list of which was given to him . He was to be examined on the 23rd of May , 1968, 
but on the said date the representative of the workmen made a statement that the workmen did not press 
the demand for the time being as the management was unable to bear the burden of the cost of the 
uniforms demanded by them . It may be noted here that the management had pleaded that they were 
unable to bear the burden of the demand in question and the witness who appeared for them had made 
a definite statement on this point aod had supported the said statement by the account books of the 
management. In view of the statement of the representative of the workmen and in view of the evidence 
on record the demand of the workmen is dismissed . They sha !), however, be at liberty to raise this 
demand again when the management is in a better financial position and is in a position to bear the 
burden of the supply of uniforms demanded by the workmen . 


No order as to costs . 


K. L , GOSAIN , 


The 30th May 1968 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, 

Chandigarh . 
No. 640 , dated Chandigarh the 30th May , 1968 


The ward be submitted to the Secretary to Governn ent, Haryana, Tabour and Ins Jouri 
Department, Chandiputh as required by section 15 of the dustri : 1 I isputes Act. : 3 .. 


K. L. GOSAIN , 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Har yapa . 

Chandigarh . 


No. 5043-3Lab -68 /14344 - In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the loc1 :11 : Tiifull. Act 
1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947 ), the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of the Presiding 
Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Chandigarh , in respect of the dispute between the workmen and management 
of M / s Chandwali Pipe Industries, Mohan Road , Ballabgarh : 


BEFORE SHRI K.L. GOSAIN , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBL NAI , 

HARYANA , CHANDIGARH 
Reference No. 57 of 1967 

between 
THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGEMENT OFM S CHANDWALI PIPE INDUSTRIES, 

MOHAN ROAD , BALI ABGARH 


Present :- Shri A. Kumar for the management. 

Shri Ashok Kumar for the workmen . 


AWARD 


Ao industri : dispute having comeinto existence between the workmen and the management of M /s Chand 
wali Pipe Industries , Mohan Road , Ballchgarh , the same was referred for adjudicatiсr toifi Tribunal under 
clause (d ) of sub - section 1 of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, -Fide Haryana Government Noti 
fication No. 219 - SF 111 - Lab -67 /17818 , dated 22nd June , 1967. The only item of dispute which is mentioned in the 
notification is as under :-- 

" Whether the workers locked out from 101h March , 1967 should be allowed to resume their duties . 

with continuity of service and full back wages ? If not, to what relief are they entitled " 
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On receipt of the reference in this Tribunal usual notices were insured to the partie . in ordfocuses to the same the 
workmen filed their statement of claimsand the management filed their wille vitale lihall to the lot . A preli 
minary objection will taken by the manageinent that the rilirect Wits kunta 11 " 11.11 is it did not specify the 
names of the workmen on whose behalf it was claimed thül they wuld bc ullamcoding Lip e their duties. Both 
the partics, however, presumably knew of the names of the worlnieniu whom Interne relilled ina nuch as 
the reference clearly specilied that it related to the workmen who had been lekerli !11 m luth March , 1967. lhe 
Case of the manilgenient was that they had not locked out their warhmon turliin , sitten lid gune on strike 
with effect from 10th March , 1967 and had refused tv juin their dailie : tendens and the world inka. The case of the 
Workmen was that all the workmen had been locked out by themanaged en ind illotilieshd sikit (ltrike . 
There could be no doubt, in these circumstances, with regard intl ani nie 11 maimulin question because all 
the workinen on roll on 10th March , 1967 were covered by the returun e . Ich wpadith sansle produce lists 
of such workmen and both parties filed lists mentioning the name of the workon the likvid live. Here exactly 
similar. Some of the workmen had been allowed to resume duty ly the mana siDanica difisiant date s later than 
10th March, 1967 and some of the workmen had entered into a settlementwith the m . Didementondales later than 
10th March , 1967. The representative of the workmen stuted betere nie that they were 14 interested only in s 
workmen whowerementioned at numbers 14 to 22 excepting numbers 15 and 17 ir ! ;. | Dotkad ty me as Ex . A . 
Their names are Ram Adhar, Ram Sarup ,Moti Lal, Ram Samaj, Hazarilal.lilu Rin Khichu Romand Udey Bir . 
The demind was limited by the workmen only to the aforesaid X persons . 

The case of the workmen is that they had no trade union previously and lurmed a new one ometimes in 
February , 1967. On the 9th ofMarch 1967 they went to the office of the vid unin and made some complaints 
against the managenient with regard to non - issuing of attendance cards ute . 

The minugerent came to know of 
this filct on the evening of the 9th March or morning of 10th March and did out permit any of the workmen to join 
duties on themorning of the 10th March , 1967. It is further alleged by the hurkmes that they went to join duty 
on themorning of 10th of March 1967 but the management told them not los jaring the sameind in go to the office 
of the union . The workmen kept on sitting at the gate of the factory fus is ludy time on the 10th ind again tricd 
to join duty on the ilth morning. On refusal of the management lo permit them iw join duties tres on the 11th 
the workmen went to the office of the union on the afternoon of the 11th wrid mides complaint about it. With 
regard to the first complaint of the workmen the union had written a letter to the Libour inspector on the 11th 
morning and with respect to the second complaint of locking ( ut, the union made a complaint to the Labour Ins 
pectoron the 13th March , 1967. It is further alleged that the Labour losputter #th too the funof iherespondent 
on the 13th of March , 1967 and found the workmen sitting allile gate ut the finity . One Shui kiilloshik who is 
admittedly managing the affairs of the factory was there and the Labour inspector requested him to allow the work 
men to resume duty . He, however, stated that he was not authorised tv accord any such permission and that he 
would talk to the proprietor and would permit the workmen to resume duly only after the proprietor agreed to this 
course , Mr. Kaushik told the Lahour Inspector that the work men hud : 2008 on wriks but the workmen who were 
all presenttheredenied this fact and said thatthey were willing to join duty inmediately if they were all wed to do so . 
The Labour Inspector fixed the hearing of the case furthe 15th March indushed the maniszeinent tu üppear before 
him . Themanagement admittedly did not attend his office and cven later during the conciliation proceedings the 
management adopted an attitude of non - co -operation with the labour Department with the result that the conci 
liation proceedings had to be taken e . -part. The workmen huve cxanuncd tive witnessesand in addition to this 
they have filed a large number of affidavits of persons who have been cross- examined al hy the management. Shri 
Sham Lal, Labour Inspector , has appeared as a witness and has fully supported the titse of the workmen . Shri 
Yudvir Singh . Clerk of the Conciliation Officer , has appeared and his stated that in pite of the best efforts of the 
Conciliation Officer the management did not participate in the conciliation precedings. AW -3 Shri Ghansham 
Dass Secretary of the trade union has appeared and has fully supported the Cilise not the warh mien . All the 7-8 
workmen who are now interested in the reference have filed their aflidavits and have also appeared in wilnessesand 
have unanimously stated that the management refused to permit the woshmeri te juin their duties on the norning 
of the 10th of March , 1967 and that the workmen had never gone on strike l hemannbare produced only 
two witnesses first of whom Shri Prem Dass is a partner of the firm to whom the lila bois helungsand the second of 
whom is Mr. Kaushik who has been admittedly managing the allura of the history . Mr. Pieni Duss has no per 
sonalknowledge of any matter and has given evidence only on the version which he say Wits viven to him by Mr. 
Kaushik . Mr. Kaushik has , however, stated that the workmen went on strike but he admits that he did not serve 
any notice on the workmen calling upon them to resumework . He also admits Thill he did not inform the manage 
ment on the date when the strike commenced . After giving my careful consideruntun lo the evidence I feel that the 
evidencegiven by ShriKaushik is notworthy of credence . I have no reason todishclive thestatementof the Labour 
Inspector and Shri Ghansham Dass, Secretary of the trade union . I have bani?( 1987!] la disbelieve the allidavits 
and the statements of the 8 workmen who are now affected by the present returence . I bure no doubt that it is 
fully established by the evidence that the management got enrayed over the formation of union and q.ver the work 
men having gone to the office of the unon on the 9th and with a view to turrity then they did nos permit the work 
men to join duty on the 10th of March , 1968. Themanagementprobably wanted the warknen toist foran : pology 
for their having gone to the office of the union on the 9th ofMarch , 1967. It is is suced to 16 that these workmen 
who lateragreed to the terms of the management were allowed to join but the aliers #lavdue notiflogise were 
not allowed to do so . Out of the 8 persons , Udey Bir is said to live Grild ist imetimill settlement with the 
mangement but I do not believe that there was any settlement hy him warving fais cline tot reititement. The 
management relied on Ex . R 4, the original of which was never produced by them in collit iind which wils never 
put to lide, Bir when he appeared as a witness and denied this w -called settlement. I have to learn to disbelieve 
i doy Bir when he says thathe never entered into any full and final scillement with the 13:11 Ledical and never wilived 
his claim for reinstatement. In the result I hold that the lock - out by the na halilit nille 101h of March , 1967 
was totally unjustified . The management is directed tv reinstate the 8 wurkan n mentioned above within one 
month from the date of the publication of this award in the official gazette . Within link isfurcsurid period they would 
illo pay them their back wages at the usual rate on which they were getting the single it the line they were thrown 
out of their jobs. The reinstatement and payment of buck wage will be made on the basis that the services ways 
continued and that there was no break in it . 

No urder as to costs , 


ii. COSAIN , 

Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Hary.l ]]a , Chandigarh : 


lated 30th May , 1968 . 
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No. 651, datcd Chandigarh , the 30th May, 1968 


The award be submitted to the Secretary to Government, Haryana, I abour and Employment Department. 
Chandigarh , as required by section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 


K.L. GOSAN , 

Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Chandigarh . 


No. 5044-3 Lab-68 / 14346.- In pursuance of the provisions of secuicn 17 of the Irdustrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 ( Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of Haryana is pleised to publish the following award of the 
Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal , Haryana, Chandigarh , in respect of the dispuic between the workmen and 
The Municipal Committee, Jagadhri. 
BEFORE SHRI K.L. GOSAIN , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , HARYANA , 

CHANDIGARH 
Reference No. 4 of 1968 

between 
THE WORK MEN AND THE MUNICIPAL COMMITTEE , JAGADHRI. 
Present. Shri Suraj Narain , for the management. 
Shri Madhusudan Saran , for the workmen . 

AWARD 
Municipal Committee , Jagadhri, has admittedly about 200 workmen in its employment. They include 4 
gangmen who are (1) Nathu Ram . (2 ) Baru Ram , (3 ) Krishan Chand and (4 ) Narauta Ram . A demand notice 
was served on the committee by the Municipal Employees Union , Jagadhri, inter alia making a demand that the 
aforesaid four gangmen should be allowed to contribute to the provident fund and further that they should be 
allowed all the national and festival holidays ( including second Saturday of cach month .) The said demand 
having not been met and the conciliation procedings with regard to the same having presumably failed , the 
industrial dispute arising out of the same has been referred to this tribunal for adjudication under clause ( d ) of 
sub - section (1) of secțion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 , vide Haryana Government Notification No. 
ID /UMD, 12A -67: 301, dated 41h January, 1968. The item of dispute as mentioned in the said notification is as 
under : 

(1 ) Whether the Gangmen employed in the committee are eniilled to the following benefits which are 

allowed to other workmen of the committee ? 
( 1) National and Festival Holidays, and other paid Holidays . 

( ii ) Provident Fund Amenity . 
If so , with what details and from which date ? 

Usual notices having been issued to the parties, the workmen have filed their statement of claims and the 
management have filed their wriilen stalement to ihe same. Both the parties have led their evidence in respect of the 
iwo items of dispute and their representatives have also addressed their arguments to me. The case of the Municipal 
Committee is that 4 gangmen in question are being allowed only two National Holidays and three Festival 
Holidays , or three National Holidays and two Festival Holidays at their option . In each year the aforesaid 
ganymen get five holidays falling under the joint category of National and Festival Holidays. It is urged on 
behalf of the Municipal Commitiee that a similar practice is in vogue with regard to the gangmen in the Municipal 
Committee, Yamuna Nagar , as also in the P.W.D. department of the Government. It is , however , not denied by 
the Municipal Committee that all other municipal employees which are about 200 in number are getting National 
and Festival Holidays ( including second Saturday of each month ) as per list of the gazetted holidays which is 
issued by the Haryana Government every year. No reason or explanation has been given to meas to why these four 
gangmen should have a separate treatment in this respect. It has repeatedly been held by the Supreme Court and 
various High Courts that in order to have a complete industrial peace it is necessary that the employees of each 
concern should have equal treatment in so far as it is possible . Nothing has been shown to me for discriminating 
1 hese four gangmen from other employees of the committee in the matter of grant ofNational and Festival Holidays. 
The mere fact that the Municipal Committee , Yamuna Nagar or the P.W.D.department of the Government grant 
only five holidays to their gangmen is by itself no ground to hold that the gangmen in question should have also 
similar treatment. Nouhing has been brought on the record to show the detailed conditions of service of work 
men in the Municipal Committee, Yamuna Nagar, or the P.W.D. department of the Government and no reason 
has been given by either of them to show why they are granting to the gangmen only five National and Festival 
Holidays . I am not satisfied that the Municipal Committee is justified in depriving the gangmen of the same 
facilities in the maiter of enjoying holidays as all other employees ofthe Mu nicipal Committee ( round about 
200 in number ) are having. I would , therefore , direct the Municipal Committee to allow to their gangmen such 
number of National and Festival Holidays ( including the holiday on each second Saturday ) as are being enjoyed 
by all other employees of the Municipal Committee. This will be done with effect from first of August, 1968. 

If, however , the Municipal Committee needs the services of Gangmen or any of them on any National or 
Festival Holiday or any particular second Saturday ofany month they may require them or him (as the case may bc ) 
to work on that day but in lieu ofthe samethey will pay them or him ( asthe case may be ) one day s extra wages or in 
other words double wages for that day . 

With regard to the demand for benefit of the providen fund scheme, the case of the Municipal Committee 
is that the same is allowable only to persons who are permanent in service and who are not getting consolidated 
wages, i.e., who are getting graded salary . It is urged by the commitee that none of the four gangmen in question is 
a permanent servant of the committee . It is further urged that all the four gangmen are getting consolidated 
wages. It is not denied by the workmen that they are getting consolidated wages but it is urged cn their behalf 
that they are permanent workme . In precfof their assertion that ihey are permanent workmen , reliance is 
placed by them on an award of the Labour Court, Rollak , in reference No. 45 of 1966 published in the official 
gazette , dated 141h February , 1967. The award ck 1: 1 in tumis support illc ( ase afihe wunan Hal ihty are 
permanent in service . In the said rcfcrunce Municipal Commiuice agreed to have fous permanent Vacancies 
but it is not proved thai lhe fourwikmen in question wcie cvcr confined as permanent employees. Paja 16 ( 2 ) 
of Chapter 4 ofihe Municipal Accu Cide gives a list « fihe emple yers who can get ile benefit the president 
fund scheme. Opening hods of this paragiaph mention that it would apply 10 cvciy servant . The word 
19t is defined in the preceding puugiarhifilie same chapter and it ads as under : 
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... 


" Servant includes every employee of a committee who holds a permanent post in the committee op 

officiating in a permanent post in the committee but helds a permanent post in substantive 

Capacity ..... 
Admittedly the four gangmen in question do not fall within this definition hecause none of them is holding permanent 
post in the committee. The claim of the workmen for being given the benefit of the Provident Fund Scheme is . 
threfore , not established and is dismissed . 
No order as to costs . 

K.L. GOSAIN , 
Dated 30th May , 1968 . 

Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana . 

Chandigarh 
No. 650 , dated Chandigarh . the 30th May , 1968 
The award be submitted to the Secretary to Government, Haryana . Labour and Employment Department, 
Chandigarh , as required by section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

K.L. GUSAIN 

Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, Chandigarh . 


N1. 5042- HLab - 68 /14354.- In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of Industrial Disputes Art. 
1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947) , the Governor of Haryani is please to publish the following award of the Presiding 
Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Chandigarh , in respect of the dispute between the workmen and manage 
ment of M s Globe Motors (Workshop ) Ltd., Faridabad . 


BEFORE SHRI K. L. GOSAIN , PRESIDING OFFICIR , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

HARYANA , CHANDIGARH 


REFI KINCT NO . 25 01 1968 


holarcen 


THE WORKMEN AND THE MANAGI:MENT OF M /S GI OBI MOTORS 

(WORKSHOP ) I TD ., FARIDABAD 


present. -Shri S. L. Gupta , for the management. 
Shui Darshan Singh , for the workmen . 

AWARD) 


An industrial dispute having come into existence between the workmen and the management of Mis 
Globe Motors (Workshop ) Ltd., Faridabad, over the following two items, the same was referred to this tribunal 
for adjudication under clause (d ) of sub -section ( 1 ) of section 10 of the Indi strial Disputes Act, 1947 ,- vide 
Haryana Government Notification No. 1D /FD 6011-14 , dated Sth March , 1968 : 


1. Whether the workers are entitled to the payment of bonus for the year 1966-67 ? If so , with 

what details ? 


1 . 


Whether the workers working on machines and in paint sliop are untitled to uniforms ? If so , 

with what details ? 


Usual notices were issued to the parties and in response to the same the workmen filed their statement 
of claims and the management filed their written statement to the same. The pleadings of the parties guve rise 
to two issues only which are procisely the same as the two items of dispute . Parties were directed to leild 
their evidence on the aforesai.l issues on the 23rd of May , 1968. On the last mentioned date the representil - 
tive of the management stated that the management had declared and had a so actually paid to the work 
men of the concern bonus at the maximum rate of 20 per cent of their Wage , for the year in questiut, i. e ., 
1966-67 and that the clain of the workınen in this respect had been fully satisfied . This position wils 110 
denied by the representative of the workmen . l he workmen did not produce any exi.ience on issue No. 2 . 
In the result the de.nan i covered by iten No. 1 of the disp.ite is dis nissed as having been fully sati 
fied and the demand covered by item No. 2 of the dispute is dismissed for want of evidence to establish thu 


Saine . 


Nu order as to costs . 


K. I. GOSAIN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Ludustrial Tribunal, Haryana . 

Chandigarh 


Dated 30th May , 1968, 


No. 649 , datod Chandigarh , the 30th May . 1968 . 


The award be subinitted to the Secretary to Government, Haryana , Labour and Imployment Depart 
ment , Chandigarh , as required by section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947. 


KL. GOSAIN , 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 

Chandigarh . 


